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VIA UISDGIR

William F. Caton, Acting Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W.; Room 222
Washington, D.C. 20554

Re:

Dear Mr. Caton:

RECEIVED

'OON 281996

On June 27, 1996, Arch Communications Group, Inc.
("Arch") filed a written H parte presentation with the
Commission with respect to the referenced proceedings. Due
to circumstances beyond Arch's control, the presentation was
submitted under facsimile signature. Transmitted herewith,
on behalf of Arch, is the original signature of Mr. Paul
Kuzia. Arch respectfully requests that this signature page
be associated with the H parte presentation previously
filed.

Should you have any questions in this regard, please do
not hesitate to contact the under~igned.

Vin trzur?~~
~ne M. Crowe

for PAUL, HASTINGS, JANOFSKY & WALKER

Enclosure
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RECEIVED

'JUN 28 1996 ~.

June 27, 1996

(202) S08·95b;l

William F. Caton

~~adons Commission
1919 M Street, N.W.
Room 222
Washington, D.C. 20554

Roe: CC Docket No. 95-185
Cc Docket No. 96-98
Ex blte Pracotatitm

Dear Mr. caton:

On JUDe 18, 1996, coUDMl for Areh ComznwUcatiDns Group, Inc:.
("Archil) filed a Notice of an Bl P.ar:r& prsenmioll to FCC staff c:onc~
co~don for call terminadOn services by wireless service providers and. in
particular by pagina carriers.

The above rafanDfed presmtlltion was 1araJy devoted to
neaotiations between Ateh and variOus local a1uqe cinieIs in the eastern and
southern states WMre Arch has, until~,fo~ t~ npet'Iltians. In mid
May, however, Arch a&:qUited control of The WeetUnk Company, which~es
1.:00l.vamona! p.... serYiccs in 18 WestS1l and mld-'"itel'Dltates. A WMtlink
afftIilte BenboW Pes Venturel, Inc" has a1Io been liceDBed to provide
narrcw~ PCS servi~ in the western halt of the United. Statel. These n.@W

members of the Arch family have been eDIMeCi in efforts to neaotiate new
tnterccmnectiOD~lta with at leat t1in:c major Lie.~ were DOt
dtscusaed extensively In our earlier communication, i.e., Pacific Bell, US West
New Vector Group ("OS WEST") and 01'8. UDfortLmatcly, the results of these
nelOdations have been no more favorable the those between Arch IIU1 the LECs
in other reSions. WhIle thtngs change ltunl day-to-4ay, you should take note of
the fo1lowinl:
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1. US WIST hu not offered anyth,ins new to p&l'inl carriers in
response to the requiJ:w:neau of the /v:.t. One rcprescmta1ive of ul'WEST
recently stated to our counsel that the umum.l compe.uation" rule may not apnly
to pagmg carriers since "pagingtrtlllic is all in one direction." W

2. GTE serves about 'foO% uC the lJmdline telephone customer
bale in Southern California, and with its acquisition of Conte! has also acquired a
silnificant position in the central part: ot me state. Arch's cOUll5e1. a~ on
be1Wf of die two Arch affiliates as well as the state aIIOdador. of pqinr
carriers, has spoken to, and exchanIec:l c:orresponc1=ce with. aTE 111 connection
witb pqiDa interconnect matten. Nearly two m.ontbs have 'tJfJW p.-d. since the
iDitial ~ach by c:oumel, yet GTE has yet to conftrm that plIiDI clllJT1en are
r.Yen entitled to mutual or recll'rocal c~tioD., let alo.c.e make a concrete
offer to the industry. In the meantime, GTE continues to charp the immwnnect
raUlS~h were pioevaIent prior to the PI.IIIP of the Telecommunicadons At:t
of 1996. In a !y'pe-2 contelt. these include cOde opmUng e1wps of $11,000 per
NXX block)! ThiS i~ inconsistent with the current treatment ofother industry
participants, as will be discussed in parqraph S.

3. pu:ific Bell was fUst approached (in writing ~UDSel)
em April 23, 1996. Followinl this contact, the attorney for Arc1l's and
the state association has met with Pacific to discuss CMRS intercODDeCtion in
light of the TelccommUDications At:.t, IDd has t.\n ~evera1 oc:c:uions soUlbt mutual
compensation for~..emien from Padflc. However. Pacific hu made no
otTer (0 califomia s carriers, but hM wte.d P.d that such carriers
must await a.viration of eir C'I.I1'NDt contracts (whkrare claimed to have a five
year term) betuR uc:gotiaticma can take place. paclfle alia contmllPJ; to ~se a
significant NXX code opening charge (up to 535.000 per code in metropoUtan
areas).

4. In the IlJAUlUUme. varlOUI u:.cs have contiDued to ate!' into
mutual cOmpeDl&tion manpmamrs with CLCs. While many of these are of the
'1)ilJ and keep" variety, others aMp IPs:Uic dollar amOUlltl to the call
termination function. The most~ data~ relates to California, where
GTE and Padtic 8IU~e coac1UC1ed apeemcmUi With (a1ODI others)
Metf9pOUam Fl'ber Systems ("MFS'), Tl1ecommUDieatioDs Group C"TCGU

). and a
smallet CCItlpItitlve local carrier C'CLCff

) cl1lld Pac Wtwl Te1ecomm, IDe. Each of
theM~ts bas been publicly notic:ed tbrouh ~ed\lfl!S establishecl by
the Callfomia Public Utilities Commission ("cpu~). They rev~iI1 that Califomia·!

.1 Type·1 numbers charpa in Califo=ia IN eaormouslyarbitr.,.". Por
example, Conte! charles $.65 per number per month in its exchID~, GTE
Norttiwelt chatp!:l $.18 per number in its Cxc1ump" md. Padtic Bell cnmoges
$.004 per number in its territory.
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two largest LiCs have 04'e.red to compensate CLCs for termiDating traffic:
orlrdDated. by Pliciflc and GTE customers. This compcsadoD 1'Ift8I!S (for local
calfs) from .75 cents per miJNte to 1.4 tents set-up:us .3 cents per minute
duration. .. .

5. Finally, you should be aware that the CPUC bas l-ad!cd
privately nelOtiated~ts~ Pdt, GTE amd various CLCs to the
effect tnat on an interim DIsis there will be no eode opening c:harl~ l~vled. on
the CLCs. See CPUC Resolution 15824 and Decision ~"()3:O20 at pp. 83 et• .seq.
When the cpue decides the lIIDOW1t of such charles (if any), there Wt11 be il
retroaerivp. "true-up." c.Iifomia's pqiu' arriers DaW requested (so far without
success) the same~, or, at die very leasts an~t 1'tom Pdc
Bell and. GTE that amounts paiel over for 11eW todes since the CPUC's dedsion be
re!uDdable in the lllrelyevent that the cpve (and/or this Commission) decide
that code opening chUps ar~ inllppropriate.

Arch be1iIveI that the abovp. ;nformation, wha. takento~ with
its earlierJ:,entation, points to au inescapable coaclu$ion. Without elear aDd
fIrm guid' from 1Iii~ioD, mA.P:' LBr", ;n all parts of the countrY are
likely to continue to ende their ~"tiW.ti.. und.er the Act. They are lDCely to
provid.e mutual ~ompoasArion whe. it luib them (l'l~ in the ce1lulaf c:amat
Where they terminate more calls than theY O!"J.Pte). They are &1so Jfkely to
refuse LU pay such e~ticm wheN tlie rsiult is l.u.m.vnrable to them (u in
~ situation wtiere calls orlIiDated. by LEe customen are temdnated by

s c8rrien). Similarly. the ~cr~~ of numy CLCB will ret
them not only ter.miDation payments, but a1iO flee telephone numbers. Puhu:.
carriers, thoUgh they P-¢UIIll. the same call termination fuDctioas 1$ their r.MAs
brethren and CLC.. wUl receiveno~ for tl:nniDatina calls, and. will continue
to pay substlDtial amoums for numbeii. Such~ tretA1:DUQ:l.t ofpqiq
cOlilD8aies is~b1e since the nature of a DUiu call over the LEe'S 
facilities isin~ble from otIIer l:YJMi of cds. -In fact. Inch ciistincd.on
becomes even more cIfJieult with the acmnt of the provision of paging services
by SMa and PCS service proViders.
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. Different LEes will make different arguments, Some will say that the
"1l1utual" or "reciprocal- compc.ns~tion rula applies oQJ.y where traftIc goes in two
directions. Others will say that the rule only applies to two-way voice
cuuunWlicatioos. This CCJI1I'UT'i$l'ion should recognize such ugumeDts for what they
arc, i.e., ,tactics desilMd to delay even-banded implementation of a clear
COlllJUS10nal m.aDc1ate.

cc: Michelle Farqubar
Karen Brinkman.
David Nall
Rosalind Allen
Daniel Gro&h
Rhonda Lcin
ZeD.ji Nah1,awa


